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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 



The attaohed sbeets of drawings include chanies to FIO. 1. Previously omitted element 
ISisaddedtoFIO.!. 



Attachments: 1 replacement sheet fbr FIO. 1 

1 annotated sheet showing the chains to FIO. 1 
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REMARKS 

This reply is in response to the OfSce ActloD, dated Marcll 25, 2005, tcjecting claims U 
2, and 4-10 and asserting that ibe specificatton is not flilly enabling. Howeveri flie action 
indicates tbat claims 3 and 1 1-35 would bo allowable assuming tibe enablement issue is 
ovetcome. The amendments above and remarks that fallow address the pokte raised in flie 
OfiBce Action and ihereliy phoe aU pending claims application in condition for allowance. 

HIT ? f"'^ ^^-^^ Mff fT""""^^" 

Claim 3 is amended to mcludo tfie features of its base claim, claim 2. Claims 4-6 aie 
amended to depend on claim 3. As discussed below, the specification is fully enabling as to all 
Hiese claims^ as well as to claims 1 1-35. Accordingly, these claims should be allowed. 

Amendment of the TMe 

The title of the invention is amended and is now more clearly indicative of ^ claimed 
invention. 

Claim RfilectiQnfl under 3S U.8.C, S 112. first paragraph 

Claims 3 and 11-35 Stand rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 112, first pam^ The Examiner 
contends fiiat the feature of Ibese claims regatding the downloading of programs and data to a 
control subsystem (as in claim 3) or a first contiol device (as in claims 1 1, 16, and 21) is not 
enabled by Hie specification. Applicants respectfUUy disagree. 

Claim 3» by way of example, recites inter alia that a computing device downloads 
programs and data to a control subsystem. Capability for downloading programs or data is fully 
described in the specification. For example, on page 6, lines 17-22, the Applicants state: 

Hie main random-access memory 26, which may consist of one or more 
conventional DRAM (dynamic random-access memory) chips, provides 
storage for programs and data which may be down-loaded by the area 
controller 11 to enable the field controller 12(f) to operate, data received 
from the controlled devices and sensors conliolled by the field controller 
U(f), information processed by tlie central processor unit 24. and status 
Information which may be retained fbr transmission to the area controller. 
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In view of fhese teachings, as well as the ottiers presented in lliis application, it would 
have been leadily appazmt to Ihose of oidinaiy dd]l in ttio ^ 
computing device or workstation accoiding to the invention and, specifically, to provide 
capability for downloading between, fbr example, a oompitting device and a control subsystem 
as in claim 3. 

The Examiner also ngects claim 27, contending fhat tbete is no support for a first control 
device coupled to a network in Oe specificadon. Again, the Application respectfully disagrees. 
The specification mates quite clear that tt» control devices of the invention can be connected by 
a netwotfc. Support can be found, for example, on page 5, lines 6-9, which states as Mows: 

In the iUustzative embodiment depicted in FIO. 1, the distributed control 
system 10 includes an area controller 11 and one or more field oontiollets 
12(1) through 12p) (generally identified by reference numeral 12(0), 
which may be conveniently intexconnectsd by a network 13 or other 
communications sirangement. 

Support is also provided in FIO. 1, which shows the conq)onents of control system 10 
connected by network 13. 

For these reasons^ among ofliers, the § 112, first paragraph, rejection of claims 
3 and 1 1-35 should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S-C. & 101 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as benig anticipated by Broedner et al., 
U.S. Patent No« 5|812,796. That claim is canceled without prejudice. 

Claims 2, 6-7, and 10 stsnd rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Dorfe et al., U.S. Patent No. 5»204,669. 

Claim 2 is dtiected to a control ^tem which comprising a plurality of field devices, at 
least a selected one of which provides a second control fbnction within the control systemi 
including controlling ono or more devices. The system furfher comprises a computing device 
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which pXDvides a first control function within the control system, where the first control function 
hicludes controlling at least the selected field device. Hie computing device includes a control 
subsystem which comprises a bus and plurality of modules ^t are coupled to the bus and which 
each comprise a housing. At least a first module of the control subsystem comprises a 
controller; at least a second module mterfaces one or more of the field devices; and at least a 
third module interfaces to the field device that provides the second control fhnction. 

Dorfe purports to teach a system for dynamically assigning addresses to a phualrly of 
fkmction modules. The function modules communicale with a progiammable controller, wUch 
assigns the addresses, over a data bus. 

At the outset, it is debatable whether the dynamic addressing of the programmable 
controller in Dorfb is conttolling the flmctlon modules, ConsequentiaUy^ it is debatable whether 
Dorfe teaches a field device providing a second control fkmction for conbolling one or more 
devices^ or a computing device providing a first control fimcdon for controlling such a field 
device. 

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that Dorfe's dynamic addresskig constitutes 
''control/' there Is no mention of a fiirtiier level of control beyond ^'function modules. For 
example, FIG. 1 of Dor& shows the programmable controller 12 and the function modules 1 6» 
however neither the programmable controller nor the function modules controls anything else. 
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Hence, Dorfe does not teach or suggest a fast control device controlling a field device, where the 
field device pzxnddes a second control function within the control system, where the second 
control function inchidea controlling one or more d6vices» as recited in claim 2. 

For the reasons above* among othM» Dorfe fidls to teach or suggest the subject matter of 
claim 2. 

Similarly, claim 7 is directed to» among othor things, a control system which conqirises a 
fint control device, a second control device* and a third control device. Ihe first control device 
is configured to control ifae second control device, while the second control device controls the 
third control device. 

The argummts above apply with equal force to establish that claim 7 is patentable over 
the refoence. 

Therefore, for the reasons above, among others, Dorfe fails to t^h or suggest the 
subject matter of claim 7. Claim 10 depends from claim 7 and* likewise* is patentable over the 
refetencCt 

Claim Raieetlons under 3fi S 103 

Qaims 4-S and 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bemg mqsalentable over 
Dorfe m view of McNutt. U.S. Patent No. 5,802,389. 

Claims 4-S now depend from claim 3, an allowable claim. Clahns 8-9 dq>end from 
claim 7, and hence incorporate the features of claim 7. As discussed above, Dorfe fkils to teach 
salieat features of claim 7, and consequently* those of claims 8-9. 

McNutt feils to remedy the deficiencies of Dorfe, specifically that McNutt does not teach 
or suggest a system wifli layers of control as discussed above^ e,g,» where a computing device 
controls at least one field device which further controls one or more devices. 

Therefore* the combination of Dorfe and McNutt do not render claims 8-9 unpatentable. 
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In view of (be above amendments and rematks, Applicant believes the pending 
q)plication is in condition for allowance, 



Dated: fo-S"7-cr^ 




Registration No.: 31,868 

NUTTER MCCLBNNEN & FISH LLP 

World TVade Center West 

1 55 Seaport Boulevard 

Boston, Massa«}husetts 02210-2604 

(617)439-2000 

(617) 310-9000 (Fax) 

Attorney for Applicant 
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